points both to new forms of engagement with research projects and to new benefits from such projects.
In my own analysis of issues of participation I am drawing on a growing number of reflective and critical voices around participatory practices (eg Breitbart, 2004; Cooke and Kothari, 2001a; Kindon, 2003; Mohan, 1999; Mosse, 1994; Pain and Francis, 2003) which in different ways have begun to ask fundamental questions concerning how far power is actually transferred to participants through such processes, either within the setting of the participatory encounter or within the wider context of global inequalities. Cooke and Kothari's collection (2001a) in particular focuses on the persistent linkages between power and forms of knowledge (Foucault, 1980) which may mean that such research continues to subjugate participants through a``participatory development discourse'' (Cooke and Kothari, 2001b, page 7) . Furthermore, the difficulties thus posed for attempts to`empower' participants have perhaps been hidden by formal accounts of research processes. As Cooke and Kothari note (2001b, page 2) there is at times a worrying disjuncture between`public' accounts of participatory processes and more`private' accounts which might only be voiced during informal conversations with those using these methods. They call for a``genuine and rigorous reflexivity'' (page 15) which subjects participatory methods to a more sustained and theoretically sophisticated questioning. They also note the certainty with which practitioners sometimes use this set of methods and, as Mohan (1999, page 44) , writes,``preach its values to the unconverted''.
Beyond critical accounts of research projects, a more empirical and immediate way in which an uncritical certainty around participatory research could be troubled is via a consideration of other sites of`participation' which might impact on research participants. Indeed, as Riles (2001) argues, it may be increasingly important to consider the production of academic knowledge alongside other forms of knowledge production. On a straightforward level, many of the methods used in participatory research are also used in community-development and community-planning initiatives in the UK (Wates, 2000) . Residents of the estates where I worked during my research project had taken part in`planning for real' exercises and other similar forms of involvement in local authority decision making. On a more discursive level, ideas such as`community participation' have become central to a range of UK government initiatives, particularly those directed at the kind of neighbourhoods in which my research took place (Newman, 2001; Taylor, 2002) . These initiatives share the objectives as well as the practices of participatory research in many waysöin terms of feeding new perspectives into decision making and empowering local people. However, again, as many commentators have noted, public rhetoric around participation tends to conceal a more problematic and complex set of motives and actions (Imrie and Raco, 2003) . In particular such strategies have been seen as part of a`third way' neoliberal regime of governance, in which civil society is co-opted as a resource to bring about change in line with the government's agenda (Rose, 2001) . Here, then, processes of representation, participation, and empowerment are mobilised with quite specific aims, which could impact on any research project seeking to operate within such a context. Indeed, as Craig and Mayo (1995) point out, the meaning of`empowerment' in particular may be very different and even contradictory in different situations. They and others have argued (eg Cleaver, 2001; Mohan and Stokke, 2000) that the way in which the term is used within essentially neoliberal discourses of government is very different from the more radical definitions associated with popular social movements. Whilst in the neoliberal discourses, empowerment often appears to be essentially an individual matter which would not affect the power of others, a more politicised definition would see it as precisely a collective process of challenging existing power structures.
This tension was experienced in a real way by my research participants, who were subject to a high level of demand for participation, community involvement, and representation from local government and agencies, but in ways that often left them feeling frustrated. These initiatives and exercises tended to be talked about with a great deal of cynicism, especially, in retrospect, when larger concerns seemed to have been ignored. As one community group member commented in relation to a local government initiative,``this whole participation thing, it's only`participation' as far as they want it to go.'' Therefore, to summarise, I am interested in using my experience to probe some of the issues around power and knowledge which have begun to be raised by recent critical accounts of participatory research, and to consider these within the context of government-led initiatives around participation and empowerment. Nonetheless I am focusing on moments of failure and difficulties in order to open up, rather than close down, how we think about participation in social science research. Indeed, I want to move beyond critical reflections on participation and empowerment within research projects to think through how these concepts might be in operation in an expanded sense within a research context. For the community groups with whom I worked, finding ways to generate new forms of collective action and interaction was clearly crucial. Nonetheless, as I explore below, their work suggested somewhat different approaches to ideas of participation and empowerment. Therefore, there may be a need to work with new versions of these concepts (Kesby, 2005) rather than abandoning them.
Researching public space
The research was centrally concerned with the dynamics of`public spaces' on two housing estates on the outskirts of Stoke-on-Trent, and the impact of community groups on these dynamics. As a city, Stoke-on-Trent is experiencing the sharp impact of global economic restructuring as the mining and ceramics industries around which its economy was traditionally based continue to decline (see Jayne, 2001 ). Residents of both housing estates faced many of the difficulties associated with deprivation and material disadvantage, (2) and statistics highlighted problems around health, education and low incomes in particular. However, both estates benefited from the presence of highly successful community groups, led by local residents, which ran activities and initiated improvements in spaces within the neighbourhoods, including`community houses'öhouses given to the groups rent free by the council. These two community groups were the focus of my research. Through spending time with the groups in each area I sought to explore local experiences of public space, and think through how the groups' activities might intervene in such experiences and, indeed, produce new kinds of space.
My methodological approach was ethnographic, and from the outset I felt strongly that I wanted to work collaboratively with research participants. As noted at the start of this paper, ethnographic methods have undergone sustained internal critique, perhaps springing in particular from the anthropological context of the`colonial encounter' (Asad, 1973) and the implications for power relations between researcher, researched and ethnographic knowledge as represented in anthropological texts (Clifford and Marcus, 1986; Kullick and Willson 1995) . This has led to reflective writing highlighting difficulties, failures, and inequalities of power present in ethnographic encountersö including within geography where this is a relatively new methodology (eg Cloke et al, 2002; Dowler, 2001; Nast, 1994; Parr, 2001) . Such critiques draw attention to clashes and discontinuities in relationships between researchers and participants, suggesting (2) I call the estates`Westfields' and`Riverlands', rather than their real names, in order to provide some anonymity for the community groups. Individuals are also referred to using pseudonyms. both the importance of more collaborative or participatory approaches, but also perhaps inherent difficulties with these methods. Parr (2001) in particular highlights the difficulties of producing meaning jointly with research participants in some contexts, meaning that the line between covert and overt research may be unclear.
Nonetheless, near the beginning of my research I was keen to engage research participants directly with my research agenda, and I imagined that we would explore meanings and uses of place through intersubjective exchanges around my research questions. I therefore set up fairly formal contexts within which I wanted people tò participate' in the project, essentially using interviews and discussion groups of various kinds. On each estate I spent time with local people who were engaged with the community groups in various ways, of which a group of teenagers on Riverlands formed one distinct set. They had constituted themselves as a`youth forum' attached to the wider community group, and aimed to provide a focus for the voices of young people within the neighbourhood. This forum was viewed locally as highly successful. As well as organising social and leisure activities for themselves, they worked as volunteers both with elderly people and with children. I dwell in some detail here on an incident with this group.
Within both neighbourhoods the relationship between young people and public space was particularly complex and difficult. Children and teenagers were seen both as a threatening presence within neighbourhood spaces, often talked about in terms of antisocial behaviour', and also as in need of protection themselves from threatening elements (see Valentine, 1996a; 1996b; . Commentators (eg Lucas, 1998; Matthews et al, 1999) have argued that young people's presence in public spaces is currently experienced in particularly charged ways, which need to be thought of within the context of broader constructions of youth as form of`difference' or`otherness' in relation to adulthood.
With all this in mind, I was interested in how young people themselves understood and used neighbourhood spaces. From my own observations within Riverlands I felt that young people actually had important investments in such spaces, which they used for socialising, playing in, walking to school, and so on. In particular, I was aware when I met the group that they were involved in a project with the local authority to develop a patch of open land into some kind of facility for their age group. I therefore set up a meeting with a number of teenagers from the youth forum in order to do a kind of participatory`mapping' exercise, which I hoped would allow me to understand the teenagers' geographies. Prior to the session I had done some reading around the uses of mapping as a participatory method (eg Beazley, 2000; Gaventa, 1993; Wates 2000) and had planned to begin with a discussion around likes and dislikes concerning where they lived, then to introduce the idea of each producing a map of the estate showing places which were important to them as a prompt for further discussion.
However, when I arrived for the session at the community house where the group was based there was no one around who seemed prepared to take part. After a certain amount of cajoling I managed to gather together four girls and one lad. I think I realised at that stage that the activity was not going to go to plan, but I persisted with the process. The group generally gave monosyllabic and extremely negative responses to all my questions.``What did they like about the area?'' I asked. Responses were along the lines of``nothing'', or``it's rubbish''. I felt throughout the session that the responses of the young man (who was also older than the young women) set the tone for the others. Then when I got the pens and paper out for the mapping the young people initially just completely refused to get involved. Eventually one girl said that she would make a map and in the end I encouraged them all to join in to make one map together. They drew a couple of streets, a box marked`shop' for the corner shop where young people often hang out and that was it. They seemed to have nothing more to say. As I pushed them, asking them where they lived and how they walked to school and so on they started to draw on little houses and trees in the style of children's drawings, clearly making fun of the whole exercise. When I abandoned the map and tried to develop a broader discussion about the estate one of the girls did venture a few more tangible points about life there. She told me she didn't like`the gangs' but refused to say anything further.
My immediate reaction after this incident was to feel that I had set up the exercise in the wrong way. In particular, I felt that I should have been more authoritarian towards the young people and that this would have somehow compelled them to tell me more. I felt very frustrated by their refusal to tell me about their uses of space and could not understand their level of inarticulacy, given that they were supposedly an organised forum with aims and projects. What I did not particularly feel, and which I now see would probably be the most conventional explanation of the incident, was simply that it was early days with the fieldwork and that, with time, I would develop trust' and a better rapport with participants (see discussion in Banks, 2001, pages 113^114). They were teenagers after all, who were perhaps particularly likely to be defensive with adults they did not know.
Indeed such silences were played out, albeit less starkly, on many other occasions during the early days of my fieldwork. At an initial discussion with some volunteers, I asked one of them whether he had been involved in any regeneration projects before.`W hat's regeneration?'' he asked me. A discussion session with a group of elderly residents seemed to keep moving away from the topic of the neighbourhood to other places and memories. When I asked local people whether they liked the estate, responses were typically along the lines of``it's alright'' or``it's not too bad''. Adults were generally more polite at least than the teenagers, but sometimes voted with their feet by not turning up for meetings with me or leaving halfway through.
Over time such difficulties did seem to even out, and although this was undoubtedly partly to do with gaining trust, when I look back I can see that my approach to fieldwork also underwent some fundamental changes. Such incidents caused me to question some of the assumptions I had made about what it was that I was trying to research and how it could be accessed. So, rather than accept that the answer to these problems might simply be more time or slightly different methods, I want to suggest that we might take such refusals and silences more seriously (Rose, 1997) . Instead I want to see them as a form of intervention into the project, which could tell us something about the nature of participatory research.
3 Producing local knowledge? I had certainly assumed that doing the mapping exercise with the teenagers would enable me at least to begin to access a rich and complex vein of strategies through which the young people negotiated their local environment. I felt that in the workshop they were refusing to allow me to do this, deliberately blocking me from seeing their maps'. However, the longer I spent getting to know the young people and their locality, the more I began to feel that there perhaps never was a single set of maps which would have represented their understanding and experience of the estate and which was amenable to me as a researcher. Rather, there were multiple experiences and understandings of place which may or may not have been articulated in different times and spaces.
Therefore, I would now say that what the teenagers drew in terms of the map and what they said at the session produced a certain version of their lives in the area which did have validity, albeit produced under the conditions of the session, which they clearly felt very negative about. They were not trying to stop me getting at`the truth' in any straightforward way: it was just not the version that I expected to hear at that stage. The estate where the teenagers live is a bleak environment in lots of ways with very little going on outside people's houses, and during the session several of them told me that they wanted to leave the area as soon as they could.
Later on in my fieldwork the youth forum took part in a community arts initiative, which involved working with a multimedia artist to make a CD-rom about their group. The CD-rom does include a map of the estate, which has a rather`official' feel to it. It shows the school where most of them go, the community house where the wider community association is based, and the new playgroundöwhich the group helped to develop. The corner shop, however, does not feature. Of course, there are probably many other`maps' of the estate for the young people which may never be drawn.
Recognising this multiplicity clearly complicates any attempt to uncover`local knowledge', and, as other commentators have noted, undermines``(the) assumption in participatory research that there are distinct realms of knowledge which exist prior to the research process'' (Mohan, 1999, page 45) . Gibson-Graham (1994) describe a research project where they moved from metaphors about mining or discovering knowledge to a realisation that such knowledge did not lie beneath the surface but, rather, was`performative', made intersubjectively, through the research process and the relationships which it set up. They came to see their own interventions as``constitutive rather than reflective'' (page 220). Therefore, once we recognise that such knowledge may not be waiting to be discovered, or articulated in any straightforward way, what happens in the research process becomes more complex.
To focus on another small example, I also came to appreciate the complexity of asking adults to talk about the neighbourhood. The following is an extract from a discussion with two residents, after I had asked them what they felt about the area:
Sandra:``I wouldn't say the area in itself has got much going for it ... .'' Liz:``Yeah well it is now, I mean it's got a lot more going for it now than it ever had.'' Sandra:``No I'm on about the houses and that could be a lot better.'' Liz:``Oh yeah.'' Sandra:``that's the area ... we're on about the people are nicer aren't we? But then the people make the area don't they?'' This exchange suggests some uncertainty about what`the area' is, and therefore how it should be talked about within a research conversation. Indeed`the area' needed to be actively constituted as a subject for discussion. As Buckingham (1991, page 230) points out, in relation to discussing television with children,`research' constitutes a context, which is not necessarily any more or less valid than any other, but we need to consider`h ow subjects themselves perceive that context'', and their positions within it. However, in supposing that we are enabling research participants to`speak for themselves' there is a danger that we fall back (perhaps unwittingly) on a``fundamentally empiricist approach'' (page 228) to the material that emerges. A more sophisticated approach, as Sanderson and Kindon (2004, page 125, drawing on Foucault, 1989) argue, would recognise that any participatory research context limits``what is deemed to constitute possible knowledge at that moment in time and space'' (see also Mosse, 2001 ). Furthermore, this context in itself is influenced by other contexts and knowledges. To return to the example above, Sandra, as the chair of the community group, often had to make the case to local government for the estate needing more investment and better services, and I believe this influenced how she talked about it in research conversations. I return to this issue in section 5.
Representation and embodied knowledges
With a recognition of this multiplicity in mind participatory research might make more modest claims about the kind of knowledge produced and its potential to`empower' participants. Importantly, I think the young people found the exercise patronising, and this was reflected in their drawings of little houses with chimneys and so on [Mohan (1999) makes a similar point]. I felt, both at the time and afterwards, that the session felt somewhat like a school classroomöa site in which participation was continually exhorted from the young people. Indeed, once we accept that knowledge constituted in the research process is only one possible form of local knowledge, the ways in which its articulation might be experienced as`empowering' become less apparent. Instead, I want to suggest that we might also pay attention to other forms of knowing and experience which are, perhaps, more difficult to represent within such research, but which may generate potential for new forms of collective action and interaction or, indeed, feelings of`empowerment'.
Partly because of the difficulties discussed, my fieldwork methods became less structured as the project progressed, and I spent much of the time essentially working alongside the community association as a volunteer. With these teenagers in particular I went on trips, helped with cookery sessions, gardened an allotment, and played and did arts and crafts projects with younger children. Through such work I got to know some of them and I felt that we developed at least a temporary connectionöthe kind of``partial identification'' to which Gibson-Graham (1994, page 218) refer. We did sometimes discuss the issues around my research in a reflective way, although in general I felt I had more productive conversations with the adults in the community group who, as already suggested and as I touch on in the following section, perhaps had specific motivations for wanting to articulate their feelings about the neighbourhood in an explicit way.
Despite ongoing silences, what I have gained from this approach with the teenagers is at least a temporary sense of sharing in the making of these spaces. This has given me an appreciation of the extent to which much of their local knowledge is produced through embodied practices and experiences and is not necessarily ever articulated into the kind of abstracted knowledge to which to as an academic researcher, I am drawn. Whilst visual techniques such as mapping may seem to promise to reach into knowledge which is not just language based (Young and Barratt, 2001 ), participatory research is still associated with strategies of structured representation as key to empowerment ö whatever methods or approach are used. As Mosse (1994) argues, participatory techniques therefore exclude certain forms of knowledge öforms which may be more difficult to codify. Mohan (1999 , drawing on Thrift, 1998 links the language of participatory research to new forms of management theory around`empowerment and reflexivity'. This emphasis on`conscientisation' or articulation potentially ignores the fact that most knowledge is``non-linguistic, tacit and generated in practice'' (Mohan, 1999, page 45) . Mosse (1994, page 520) suggests that knowledge which readily presents itself as explicit or codified should be treated especially cautiously, in that it suggests the workings of particularly powerful interests. Indeed, recent discussions in cultural geography around`nonrepresentational theory' or`theories of practice' (eg Latham and McCormack, 2004; Lorimer, 2005 , Thrift, 1996 have explored the potency of such forms of knowledge or experience.
As Smith (2001, page 31) argues, paying attention to experiences``beyond the limits of representability'' has important methodological implications. I would suggest that, for the young people in particular, participation in the group's work was understood more in terms of feelings and embodied practices than of discursive processes. For example,`f eeling comfortable'' was a term which was often used to explain the experience of being together in the community house, where the teenagers had their own room. Here they could sit around together, have fun, joke, talk about all kinds of topics, and cultivate friendships away both from home and from the sometimes threatening spaces of the streets. Skelton (2000) makes similar observations about the value of such community spaces from her work with young women in the Rhondda Valleys in Wales. For the teenagers, spending time at the community house also involved``helping out'' with other activities happening there. Helping out might mean making cups of tea or pushing wheelchairs for elderly people, or working with small children to make drawings or play games. Over time, such multisensual practices could draw people into new relationships, the kind of`taskscapes' which Tim Ingold (2000) describes, and from which new feelings and actions could emerge. Such interaction could be highly significant in an area where relations between age groups were often very problematic. However, what these acts`meant' was not expressed through language, through maps or photographs or anything else, and I am unsure whether using discursive or broader representational strategies with the group would necessarily ever have brought them into explicit articulation.
The fact that such practices were essentially tacit does not mean that they were not productive. For example, at Christmas the young people raised money to take a group of pensioners to the theatre and out for drinks. This occasion (at which I was not present) was mentioned to me lots of times. I could clearly imagine why the event was important, given the general sense of mistrust between older and younger residents on the estate. However, this was never explained to me öother than that the pensioners enjoyed it and were appreciative. Nonetheless, the young people were planning to do it again the following year.
More broadly, the spaces of the wider community group were very much characterised by informality and sociability, and shared material activities. The community house was a place where anybody could drop in for a chat and a cup of tea, and this was emphasised by the committee members running it, and valued by others locally. From this kind of socialising, people might start lending a hand and feeling able to contribute in other ways, from tidying up the garden to preparing a meal for the elderly. Group members often talked about becoming more`confident' over time and, in particular, more able to challenge those in authority. The practices of the group, the forms of participation, were therefore unspectacular and everyday. Such practices were also not necessarily brought into explicit articulation, yet they did generate new forms of collective action and interaction which could be seen as`empowering'.
Sites of participation
All this is not to say that the articulation and representation of knowledge, whether it be through talking, making maps, or sticking notes on a model (all common methods within participatory research), is not potentially powerful. For example, as the group of young people continue to work together they may find themselves in contexts where they need to explain their work to funding bodies or other groups. At an event to mark the opening of the young people's area on Riverlands, one of the group members made a speech explaining their involvement in the project to those present, including local government officials and councillors, and this felt like a significant act. Nonetheless, a number of the young people did not attend the event, and such sites of representation may also exclude different kinds of knowledge and, indeed, different modes of participation and empowerment.
Therefore as I have suggested, tensions and ambivalences around different forms of knowledge and empowerment are present across other sites which seek to generate participation. For these young people such sites included schools, community forums, arts projects, and others. For example, when I interviewed a community outreach worker from the local school she commented that the group were not particularly high achievers at the school and that she wanted to find a way to validate what they were doing within an educational framework but was not sure how to. Indeed, the young people were subject to many initiatives which tried to encourage them to`speak out' or develop awareness of certain issues. As well as the CD-rom project described above, they took part in film, drama, and music projects during my fieldwork.
Whilst these were clearly enjoyable activities for the young people in an area with little ongoing youth provision, such projects should not be viewed as entirely unproblematic. Such sites of participation call for experience to be structured in certain ways, and for certain kinds of knowledge to be produced, as discussed in section 3, above. Indeed, as Mattingly (2001) suggested when discussing a community theatre project, young people in deprived neighbourhoods are often asked to participate in representing their locality both in research and in other kinds of projects, but this may be structured by quite specific expectations. She recounted how the theatre project staged young people's voices partly as a means to present a positive image of a deprived neighbourhood, contributing to the`symbolic economy' of an area undergoing redevelopment. Similarly, the youth projects in my fieldwork area were often structured around agendas such as tackling racism or`antisocial behaviour', rather than springing from the young people's own concerns. This, then, ties back to my earlier points around participation as a mode of governance which may be linked to specific policy aims and, indeed, to the constitution of particular forms of citizenship (Rose, 2001) .
For the adults involved with the Riverlands group too, the nature of interaction and participation enabled by the group was in stark contrast to the formal structures set up by the local authority and agencies to encourage residents to get involved in local issues. These generally took the form of`meetings' which were dominated by officials and excluded many residents. (3) Ruth Lupton (2003, page 127) writes that government attempts to engage local people in decision making tend to``embody the culture of local authorities'' with professionals``unsure how to value local knowledge and scared of conflict.'' Officials themselves often bemoaned the restriction of participants to a category they called`the usual suspects' (see Barnes et al, 2004) . Those who did regularly attend meetings had clearly learnt to operate within the particular system of local authority bureaucracy and funding, to produce the kind of knowledge which such a context required. For example, this meant learning to describe their neighbourhoods as deprived' and in need of certain kinds of investment, essentially using a regeneration policy discourse (Hastings, 1998) . However, group members tended to talk in terms of a dichotomy between their`real work' and the way it might be described on an official form or at a meetingöa point also made by Riles (2001) in her discussion of feminist NGOs in the South Pacific. Riles describes a dichotomy between grassroots action, or the real', and its representation in forms and reports. At a group discussion with committee members from Riverlands, participants talked about the official forms and policies they were obliged to produce as``a necessary evil'', or``hoops'' they had tò`j ump through''. Sandra, the chair, told me on a number of occasions that the group's approach was the opposite of the``tick-box culture'' represented by such forms.
(3) On one occasion I arrived at the community house to find Sandra, the chair of the group, talking to a community worker. I said to her``I'll go if you're having a meeting'';``Oh no'', she said,``we're just having a chat, we don't have meetings here.'' 6 Conclusions This is not to suggest that the kind of codified knowledge about the neighbourhoods that might be required by funders and officials was not important to community group members but, rather, that it might have a particular strategic importance for them in certain places and times. Elwood (2006) makes a similar point about a participatory GIS project in which community researchers had quite specific priorities for producing knowledge that would support the aims of their work. Elwood also discusses the local`cultures of participation' around involvement in official decision making which impacted on involvement with the GIS project. As I have argued throughout this paper, such insights clearly complicate the idea of a straightforward dichotomy between`local' and`expert' knowledges, or the idea that enabling participants to represent themselves makes accounts instrinsically more truthful.
All this makes for a more complex and uncertain research process. Whilst social science research might aim at producing shared``spaces of thoughtfulness and imagination'', as Thrift (2003, page 114) suggests, these are also likely to be spaces of uncertainty, and sometimes difficult negotiations between different subjectivities, knowledges, and representations öboth for the researcher and for the researched. In this paper I began by drawing attention to difficulties and uncertainties. Nonetheless, such uncertainties might be considered as productive rather than paralysing. Whatmore (2003, page 99) , drawing on the work of Stengers, talks of the need to acknowledge``the open-endedness of what is said and done in the research event and the multiplicity of sometimes incommensurable`truths' that it admits.'' Overall, I hope I have shown that`local knowledge', participation, and empowerment may have complex and shifting meanings within a research context, which the practices of participatory research do not in themselves settle. Clearly, local knowledge cannot just be brought into consciousness and into the research in any transparent way. We may need, therefore, to take a more sophisticated approach to research interventions and the way they allow for the staging of certain forms of knowledge.
There is also a need to consider other sites of participation and self-representation alongside those of the research encounter. Specifically, participatory research projects should be designed with a sense of what the relationship between the research and such sites might be. In the context of my fieldwork, official initiatives around participation were often experienced as highly problematic and tended to exclude many local people. There is also a need to think about what might be left out of explicit attempts to represent or articulate local knowledges, particularly if we are interested in what is experienced as`empowering' for research participants. For the Riverlands and Westfields community groups, other modes of participation and empowerment were developed, primarily through everyday collective, embodied practices, which could draw people into new relationships over time. The challenge, therefore, is to think through how research practices, as well as policy initiatives, might seek to operate with such modes. Whilst, as Crang (2003) points out, there is a danger that embodied practices are somehow intrinsically understood as`good' or`true' in an uncritical way, there is also a danger that in excluding them potent forms of participation may be overlooked. Indeed, again in relation to participatory GIS, Sieber (2004) talks of the need to`re-wire' to make it more relevant to the forms of knowledge important to grassroots activists.
In this paper I have therefore deliberately expanded a focus on participation in research to consider other sites of participation, empowerment, and knowledge production for those involved in my research. Of course, crucially, I have also been a participant in their lives, and this too has been a powerfully embodied experience.
Being present over time, sharing experiences and activities together, like planting potatoes or making paper lanterns, creates its own connections and shared memories. As Crouch (2001, page 64) reminds us,``we too act as human beings, feel discomfort, fun, human relations, behave practically and feel romantic.'' Indeed, the moments in my fieldwork which have felt the most productive or exciting for meöa good conversation or just a cup of tea together on the steps of the community houseömay be difficult to represent in writing up the research which, of course, must be within academic discourse. Therefore, the sense of gaps between different forms of knowledge, and indeed between different forms of participation, are also present for me as a researcher. Nonetheless, such gaps are also what makes fieldwork important. Whatmore (2003) espouses Stengers's principle that good research should be`at risk' of being fundamentally redefined or even rejected by those whom the research is studying. This principle, then, is essentially about`participatory research', but it implies a more precarious process than this term might suggest.
